the mine, as well as his rationale for finding that the viola-
tion was significant and substantial (Tr. 582). Mr. Wolfe was
sure that the roof bolter was used inby the last open crosscut
and that it was. the only one available on the section (Tr. 583).

The parties agreed "to proffer the testimony of Mr. Joseph
Ritz on behalf of the respondent, and that if called he would
testify that the cited roof bolter was parked two blocks outby
the* last open crosscut, there was no opening in the contactor
compartment, the section was wet and well rock dusted, the
ventilation was good, and' there was no methane detected any-
where in the section (Tr. 592-593).  Petitioner's counsel
added-that she would ask the witness to confirm that interrup-
tions to the ventilation are always possible (Tr. 593) .

While it may be true that the roof bolter was parked at
the time it was cited by Inspector Wolfe, I find his testimony
that it was used on the section for roof bolting to be
credible.  Respondent has offered no testimony or evidence to
the contrary, nor has the respondent rebutted the fact that
the missing bolt on the contactor panel was a permissibility
violation.  I conclude and find that the petitioner has
established the fact of violation, and Citation No. 2103084
IS AFFIRMED.

Inspector Wolfe confirmed that he issued Citation No.
2103085 on February 8, 1983, citing a violation of section
75.606 after observing a shuttle car run over its own trailing
cable (Tr. 594-595).  The car was in operation and was coming
off the loading point, and it ran over the cable one time.  The
cable is a 440-volt AC cable, and Mr. Wolfe issued the citation
to Mr. Ritz as soon as he observed the car run over the cable.

Mr. Wolfe stated that the powej: was reduced, arid the cable
was inspected for damage.  However, no visible damage to the
cable or to the outer insulation was found (Tr. 596) .  Mr. Wolfe
stated- that the danger presented was a possible fire hazard
due to cable damage not readily observable, and a possible shock
hazard.  He indicated that the cable is handled from time to
time, and while he could not recall whether the area was wet,
but he believed that the area was "normally pretty wet" (Tr.
597) .  His concern for a fire hazard stemmed from the fact
that if there were internal cable damage, two leads could
come together which would cause the cable to "blow," and      v
that while AC cables are protected, "you would still have a
momentary flash that would be pretty hot" (Tr. 598).

1692ut." Under the circumstances, Citation No.
